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reviews include the peer reviewer providing feedback to the faculty member they reviewed,
whereas summative reviews do not include this feedback loop. Materials included in the
portfolio are classroom materials (e.g., syllabus, textbook, course assignments and assessments),
student comments and ratings, feedback provided to students and student data (e.g., achievement
oflearning outcomes, test scores, student performances), and self-reflections. The portfolio is
organized around three main concepts, or pillars ofeffective teaching: student learning, learning
environment, and processes ofimprovement. Student learning includes the evaluation of learning
outcomes, learning activities, and learning assessments ofthe course. Leaming environment
encompasses the relationships between the instructor and student and student to student, as well
as the classroom settings, materials, and other resources provided and facilitated by the
instructor. Lastly, the processes ofimprovement section broadly consider the steps taken by the
instructor to improve his or her course and the professional development they have participated
in. Faculty using the peer review ofteaching process were invited to follow a standardized
template to prepare a teaching portfolio to review or to review a teaching portfolio during the
2021-2022 academic school year and to experience at least one classroom observation.
Administrators, deans, and department chairs were not expected to experience classroom
observations.
Participants
This study investigated the implementation ofthe peer review ofteaching process by
collecting data from treatment and control groups. It targeted faculty and administrators across
multiple departments and colleges at the university.
Purposeful sampling was utilized to recruit faculty with various statuses within the year
prior to the pre-survey (pre-Candidacy, pre-CFS, and CFS) and roles (faculty being reviewed,
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peer reviewers, and administrators/evaluators such as chairs ofrank and status committees)
between the groups. The population from which the sample was drawn is all full-time CFS and
CFS-track faculty, including faculty serving in administrative roles at department and college
levels at one private university in the intermountain west. There was a total of 107 participants in
this study. Participants for this study were representative of all university faculty and
administrators as the sample of participants were also selected from multiple colleges and
departments across the university for treatment and control groups.
Participants were invited by department chairs, college deans, and the associate academic
vice president. Recruitment continued until we had 75 total participants in the two treatment
groups and 32 participants in the control group. Both treatment groups used the peer review of
teaching process, however, the second treatment group used an adapted version of the process.
Both groups were comprised of faculty and administrators who served in at least one of the
following roles during the school year; peer reviewers, those being reviewed, and administrators/
rank and status committee chairs. See Table 2 for participant demographic data.
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Table 11

Tests of Within-Subjects Effects Data Set Item 5: My Most Recent Experience With Peer
Review of Teaching Helped Me Improve My Teaching
Type III
Sum.of
Squares

df

Mean
Square

F

Sig.

Sphericity
Assumed

22.695

1

22.695

16.024

<.001

GreenhouseGeisser

22.695

1.000

22.695

16.024

<.001

Huynh-Feldt

22.695

1.000

22.695

16.024

<.001

Lower-bound

22.695

1.000

22.695

16.024

<.001

Sphericity
Assumed

12.217

2

6.109

4.313

.017

GreenhouseGeisser

12.217

2.000

6.109

4.313

.017

Huynh-Feldt

12.217

2.000

6.109

4.313

.017

Lower-bound

12.217

2.000

6.109

4.313

.017

Sphericity
Assumed

96.308

68

1.416

GreenhouseGeisser

96.308

68.000

1.416

Huynh-Feldt

96.308

68.000

1.416

Lower-bound

96.308

68.000

1.416

Source
Time

Time*
Treatment

Error(time)

Survey responses to Question 5 show that there is statistically significant interaction
between treatment and time. When sphericity is assumed, the F-value for the interaction between
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time and treatment is 4.313, and the significance is 0.017. Therefore, the probability ofobtaining
an F-ratio of4.313 or more extreme for the interaction between time and treatment when the null
hypothesis is true is 17 times out of1000. Since this is less than our arbitrary cutoff of 0.05, I
will reject the null hypothesis and say there is an interaction effect between treatment and time.
The F-value for time when sphericity is assumed is 16.024 and the significance is <0.001.
Therefore, the probability ofobtaining an F-ratio of 16.024 or more extreme for the main effect
for time when the null hypothesis is true is less than 1 time out of 1000. Since this is less than
our arbitrary cutoff of0.05, I will reject the null hypothesis for the main effect for time.
Participant response scores do appear to be statistically significant with time with an increase
from pre- to post-surveys. Table 12 shows the ANOVA tests ofbetween-subject effects for all
three groups.
Table 12
Tests ofBetween-Subjects Effects Data Set Item 5: My Most Recent Experience With Peer
Review of Teaching Helped Me Improve My Teaching
Transformed Variable: Average
Type III Sum
of Squares

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

Intercept

1741.062

1

1741.062

1140.275

<.001

Treatment

21.239

2

10.620

6.955

.002

Error

103.828

68

1.527

Source
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APPENDIX A
Review of the Literature
Finding a model to evaluate and promote best teaching practices across all learning
modalities is challenging but necessary as higher education evaluates an increasingly diverse
community of faculty who teach an ever-broader range of subjects, using a wide range of
teaching strategies. The standards for effective teaching are well established in the literature
around learning theory (Chickering & Gamson, 1987; Coe et al., 2014; Strong et al., 2011) and
can help identify effective teacher evaluation frameworks and models. The literature also reports
that not all methods currently used by higher education institutions accurately measure the
improvement of teaching or the increase of learning (Esarey & Valdes, 2020; Uttal et al., 2017).
Teacher evaluation has been well established in the literature (Berk, 2018; Chism, 2007; Kimball
et al. 2004; Guenther, 2021) as a necessary component of the development of teachers and
educational institutions; however, there also appears to be many necessary components a teacher
evaluation process could have to be effective and efficient. With so many arguments in the
literature, there is a lack of consensus on how to create and implement a trustworthy evaluation
process that is transferable and relevant for all higher education institutions, administrators,
faculty, and students (Berk, 2018).
In this literature review I first discuss what the literature defines as effective teaching
which provides historical context to the development of teacher evaluation processes. I then
cover the literature that addresses both the costs and benefits of student evaluations to help
determine their efficiency and effectiveness. I then share some models and theoretical
frameworks that have helped create meaningful and sustainable changes to higher education
institutions implementing teacher evaluations. Lastly, I discuss how the peer review of teaching
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diverse talents and ways oflearning (Chism, 2007). These changes can also help communities
embrace a cultural change to view teaching as complex and community property (not to be seen
as private but up for observation and critique) and to engage in meaningful dialogue (Chism,
2007). The literature on Community ofInquiry suggests that such changes in higher education
are fostered by engaging teachers and administrators jointly in locally situated, inquiry-based,
longitudinal, and critical examinations ofpractice (Carpenter et al., 1996; Loughran, 2002; Luna
et al., 2004; Morrell, 2004; Schnellert et al., 2008).
In a case study by Butler and Schnellert (2012), conducted in a school district in western
Canada, researchers asked how engagement in inquiry related to meaningful shifts in teachers'
practice and learning. Field notes, semi-structured interviews, and artifacts (e.g., classroom
materials) from teacher evaluations were gathered and thematic analysis was used to code the
data. A Community ofInquiry framework informed by a socio-constructivist model was used to
measure the improvement ofreading scores among adolescents. Researchers report that 89% of
teachers perceived themselves as becoming more goal-directed, thus sensing a meaningful shift
in their practice. They also tell us that 83% ofteachers articulated new insights and
understandings about their practice and revising assumptions which demonstrated another shift
in their learning. This is just one example in the literature that reports the effectiveness ofa
Community ofInquiry framework to cause a cultural shift in meaningful and sustainable ways.
The research on the peer review ofteaching process has been expanding for the past few
decades with much ofthe literature composing qualitative studies that offer empirical findings
but often have limited foundations in theory (Esterhazy et al., 2021). The evidence that is
available in the literature is often dismissed as meaningless because the results were generated in
situations different from the local setting (Appelbaum, 2007). However, there is value in the
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APPENDIXB
Institutional Review Board Approval Letter

Memorandum
To: Heather Leary
Department: BYU - EDUC - Instructional Psychology & Technology
From: Sandee Aina, MPA, HRPP Associate Director
Wayne Larsen, MAcc, IRB Administrator
Date: March 23, 2021
IRB#: IRB2021-025
Title: Evaluation ofBYU' s Peer Review ofTeaching Process
Brigham Young University's IRB has approved the research study referenced in the subject
heading as exempt level, Category 2. This study does not require an annual continuing review.
Each year near the anniversary ofthe approval date, you will receive an email reminding you of
your obligations as a researcher and to check on the status ofthe study. You will receive this
email each year until you close the study.
The study is approved as of02/09/2021. Please reference your assigned IRB
identification number in any correspondence with the IRB.
Continued approval is conditional upon your compliance with the following requirements:
1. A copy ofthe approved informed consent statement can be found in iRIS. No other
consent statement should be used. Each research subject must be provided with a
copy or a way to access the consent statement.
2. Any modifications to the approved protocol must be submitted, reviewed, and approved
by the IRB before modifications are incorporated in the study.
3. All recruiting tools must be submitted and approved by the IRB prior to use.
4. Instructions to access approved documents, submit modifications, report adverse events,
can be found on the IRB website, iRIS guide: https://irb.byu.edu/iris-training-resources
5. All non-serious unanticipated problems should be reported to the IRB within 2 weeks of
the first awareness ofthe problem by the Pl. Prompt reporting is important, as
unanticipated problems often require some modification ofstudy procedures, protocols,
and/or informed consent processes. Such modifications require the review and approval
ofthe IRB. Please refer to the IRB website for more information.

Memorandum
To: Heather Leary
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APPENDIXC
Consent Form
Consent to be a Research Subject
Title of the Research Study: Evaluation ofBYU's Peer Review of Teaching Process
Principal Investigator: Tina Taylor
IRB ID#: IRB2021-05
Introduction
This study is being conducted by Dr. Tina Taylor and Dr. Vincent Wilding, co-chairs ofthe
BYU Task Force on Peer Review ofTeaching, Dr. Heather Leary, Assistant Professor of
Instructional Psychology & Technology, and Jennifer Ramsey, Master's student in Instructional
Psychology & Technology at Brigham Young University to measure faculty perceptions of
a newly proposed process for peer review of teaching. You were invited to participate because
you are a faculty member at BYU (pre-CFS faculty, post-CFS/pre-full faculty, department chair,
rank and status committee member, or associate dean/dean).
Procedures
If you agree to participate in this research study, the following will occur:
• you will participate in two online surveys (pre-survey in early 2021 and post-survey in
early 2022); each survey
should take 10-15 minutes and will focus on your experience with peer review of
teaching at BYU
• if randomly selected, you will participate in one focus group in winter or spring terms of
2022; focus groups will
be 50-60 minutes and focus in more detail on your experiences with teaching evaluations
• total time commitment will be 20-30 minutes (for taking the surveys), and if selected to
participate in a focus
group an additional 50-60 minutes (total of 70-90 minutes)
Risks/Discomforts
The risks associated with this study are minimal. Participants may be uncomfortable with
questions asked in the survey or focus group. To minimize this, the participants will not be
required to answer all questions. There is also a potential for loss of data/data privacy. To
minimize this, all data will be stored in secure accounts (e.g., BYU Qualtrics, BYU Box) and the
names of participants will be anonymized. Participants may opt out of the study at any time
without any concern for their standing with the University.
In Case of Research Related Injury BYU makes no commitment to provide financial
compensation or free medical care should you be injured as a result of your participation in this
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research. Nonetheless, in the event of such an injury, after seeking appropriate medical
attention, please contact Dr. Tina Taylor or Dr. Vincent Wilding
(peerreviewofteaching@byu.edu).
Benefits
There are no direct benefits to the participants of this study. Each participant may gain a better
understanding of the teaching evaluation process or insights from the evaluation materials on
their teaching.
Confidentiality
Data from this study will be stored behind password protected cloud-based systems, including
BYU Box and Google Drive. Identifiable information will be stored separately from the rest of
the research data, keeping only de-identified transcripts of focus groups in Box for analysis, etc.
Only the researchers will have access to the data. At the conclusion of the study, all
identifying information will be removed and the data will be kept in the University Box with
restricted access.
Data Sharing
We will keep the information we collect about you during this research study for analysis and for
potential use in future research projects. Your name and other information that can directly
identify you will be stored securely and separately from the rest of the research information we
collect from you.

Compensation
You will receive an Amazon e-card (gift card) for your participation in this study. For
completion of the online pre-survey you will receive one $25 gift card, for completion of the
online post-survey you will receive one $25 gift card. For participation in the focus group, you
will receive one $25 gift card.
Participation
Participation in this research study is voluntary. You have the right to withdraw at any time or
refuse to participate entirely without jeopardy to your class status, grade, or standing with the
university.

Questions about the Research
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APPENDIXD
Summary of Peer Review of Teaching Proposed by the BYU Task Force
Because excellent teaching is a central pursuit ofBYU, the BYU Task Force on Peer Review
of Teaching has proposed a process for peer review of teaching that will also facilitate faculty
members' efforts to continually evaluate and improve their teaching.
This new process is based upon a framework derived from current literature and includes three
pillars to document the quality of teaching:
1. Student Learning
2. Learning Environment
3. Processes of Improvement
There are two key features of this new approach:
1. Teaching Portfolio
The teaching portfolio is a living document that the faculty member maintains and
updates each semester. It records the faculty member's efforts to evaluate and seek input
on their own teaching, make changes designed to improve the quality of their teaching,
and evaluate the impact of those changes. The teaching portfolio also includes other
materials that are helpful to peer reviewers such as student ratings, selected course
materials, and evidence of student achievement of the learning outcomes.
2. Peer Observations of Teaching
Peer reviewers observe the faculty member's instruction and review the faculty member's
portfolio. Formative evaluations are encouraged and are not included in rank and status
files; summative, confidential evaluations are required and are included in rank and status
files.
A series of questions have been developed to guide evaluations within each of these three critical
areas. To make it as straightforward as possible, the task force has created one fillable form to
guide both peer reviews and self-evaluations. As faculty members use the form - or their
college/department's form- to guide their own self-evaluations each semester, they will be using
the same questions and considering the same issues that peer reviewers will consider.
See https://ctl.byu.edu/teaching-portfolio-peer-review for suggested templates for the teaching
portfolio and evaluation form, along with other resources.
Rev. 4/19/21
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APPENDIXE
Peer Review of Teaching Survey Instrument
Start of Block: Demographic Information
Q1 Gender (select one)
o

Male (1)

o

Female (2)

o

Non-binary/ third gender (3)

o

Prefer not to say (4)

Q2 Current or most recent role (select one)
o

Faculty receiving peer review of teaching (1)

o

Peer Reviewer (2)

o

Department or College Rank and Status Chair (4)

o

Department Chair (5)

o

Associate Dean ( 6)

o

Dean (7)

o

Other (8) __________________

Q3 Rank (select one)
0

Assistant Professor (1)

0

Assistant Teaching Professor (2)

0

Assistant Clinical Professor (3)

0

Other (4)

0

Associate Professor (5)
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Q11 The last time you participated in the peer review of teaching process, did you compile or
review a portfolio based upon the "Suggested Template for Teaching Portfolio?" (The form was
previously shown and can be found here under the Resources section.)
o

Yes (1)

o

I did not compile or review a portfolio (2)

o

An adaptation or previous version of this portfolio template was used. (4)

o

I compiled or reviewed a portfolio but the template was not used (5)

Q12 Please briefly describe the portfolio and/or portfolio template you used for peer review of
teaching. If not applicable, please indicate.

End of Block: PRT Form

Start of Block: Peer Review of Teaching

Q14 What do you believe is the purpose of peer review of teaching?

Q15 Peer review of teaching can lead to better teaching and increased student learning.
Strongly Disagree
0

1

Disagree

Neutral

2

4

3

Agree
5

Strongly Agree
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APPENDIXF
Focus Grou� Protocol
Those who were peer
reviewed

Those who were the reviewers

Admins/Dept Chairs/R&S
Chairs

1

Tell us how you engaged in
PRT in the last year.

Tell us how you engaged in PRT
in the last year.

Tell us how you engaged in
PRT in the last year.

2

Describe your experience
with peer reviewers
observing your teaching.
How was your peer
reviewer assigned? How
many times were you
observed? How were you
given feedback after the
observation? Was this
feedback helpful to you?

Describe your experience with
observing and reviewing
classroom teaching. How were
you assigned? What did you look
for in your review of the
classroom observation? How did
you report your evaluation?

Tell us about how your
department organized classroom
observations.

3

Tell us about the teaching
portfolio in your
department.

Tell us about the teaching
portfolio in your department.

Tell us about the teaching
portfolio in your department.

4

What materials did you
give to your peer
reviewers? Why did you
choose those materials?
What/How feedback did
you receive on the
materials?

What materials were you given
access to? How did you assess
them?

What was the requirement (if
any) in your department for
using a teaching portfolio?
Why?

5

*How were you given
feedback about all the
components of your
teaching? How often? Was
the feedback helpful?

How did you provide feedback
about all the components of the
teaching you reviewed? How
often? Describe why this
feedback was useful/effective or
not.

In your role were you provided
formative reports from peer
reviewers? And if so, how did
you use the formative reports?

6

Describe your experience
with a summative review.
Describe how the PRT
process prepared you for a
summative review.

Describe your experience with a
summative review of teaching?
What kind of improvement did
you see (from formative to
summative), if any?

Describe your experience
evaluating the summative
reviews of teaching in your
department. How do you assess
or evaluate these summative
reviews?

7

How can we improve the
PRT process at BYU?

How can we improve the PRT
process at BYU?

How can we improve the PRT
process at BYU?
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APPENDIXG
Thematic Coding Definitions
Thematic Code

Definition

Additional evidence
beyond student ratings

Peer review provides another perspective on teaching.

Believe in PRT

Participants express a willingness to use PRT because they see it as an
effective means to achieve positive outcomes such as the improvement of
teaching and student learning.

Classroom
Observation

Review of instruction either in person or online, synchronous, or
asynchronous

Collegial Support

Faculty express the feeling of morale, connection, validation and/or
encouragement from interactions with their peers.

Department Culture

Faculty express desire and/or obligation to participate due to a common
value/expectation within their department, care for peers, and/or desire to
associate with their peers.

Difficult to provide
feedback

Barriers related to the way the process was facilitated and not the process
itself. This includes but is not limited to emotional comfort levels of
participants, technology difficulties, miscommunication.

Evaluate Quality of
Teaching

Assessment of effectiveness of instruction. May include but is not limited to
learning objectives met, student engagement and improvement, and
professionalism.

Faculty lack of time

On the part of the reviewer. The peer had little time to devote to peer
review.

Faculty relationships

improvement and/or positive experiences of collegiality, communication,
and other interpersonal relationships with peers.

Felt supported in
efforts to improve
teaching

Peer reviewer and/or faculty being reviewed benefitted from the peer
review of teaching process.

Formative Review

Provide feedback to faculty to improve teaching.

Guide Rank & Status
Decisions

Provides evidence for decisions regarding Rank & Status

Illuminate areas for
improvement

Through their participation in the peer review process no matter their role,
faculty express identifying areas of improvement with their own teaching.

